allocation under AV, the Flp-led coalition received 52 seats, more than five times as many as the StV-led coalition, which received only 10! While it is true that AV is intended to take into account more than just first preferences, the disproportion it provided in this case can in no way be interpreted as reflecting the wishes of the people, which is what an electoral system is supposed to do. the results were grossly unfair, and were certainly a contributing factor to the coup of 2000. A pr system on the other hand would have divided up the seats much more fairly (see tables 30.1 and 30.2).
Although the above example of unfairness is perhaps the most striking, there are other clear examples of unfairness in all three elections held under AV (1999, 2001, and 2006) . take, for instance, the national Federation party (nFp), which is mainly an indo-Fijian-backed party. in 1999 it received a total of 104,676 first preferences, in 2001 a total of 63,915 first preferences, and in 2006 a total of 49,116. this represents about a third, a quarter, and a seventh respectively of the indo-Fijian vote. Yet the nFp received no seats at all in any of the three elections. How can this be in any way construed as fair?
Another argument for pr is that AV has failed in the very purpose for which it was adopted. the main reason given by the reeves commission for adoption of AV was to promote multi-ethnic government. 3 AV has done nothing of the kind -indeed it has done the very opposite. in 1999, the Flp-led coalition was indeed multi-ethnic and became the government; but every indo-Fijian in parliament was in the government (except for George Shiu raj), leaving the opposition benches to be filled by the other ethnic groups (and George Shiu raj). this was hardly what was envisaged. What made things worse in practice, was that many of the indigenous Fijian members of the government were not happy with developments. their support slipped away, clearly making the lower House ethnically divided. in 2001, this division was even more apparent -the government was basically one of indigenous Fijians (and George Shiu raj), with the other ethnic groups in opposition (with a couple of non-indo-Fijian mps, however, opting to join the government).
in 2006, the situation has become worse, with almost everyone alleging that the voting has taken place along ethnic lines -indigenous Fijians voting mainly for the SDl, and indo-Fijians for the Flp. indeed, instead of promoting multi-ethnic government parties, as the reeves commission had intended, 4 it has provided a situation in which each communal group has its own communal party: the SDl for indigenous Fijians, the Flp for indo-Fijians, the upp for the Generals, and an independent for the rotumans. only robin irwin, for the Generals, forms an exception! Any multi-ethnic government that eventuates will be due to the multiparty cabinet provisions of the constitution (which were not a part of the reeves report); it will not derive from the AV system. on the other hand, a pr system, while not forcing a multi-ethnic government, presents good opportunities for voluntary coalition formation -and such coalitions are likely to cross ethnic lines. A further argument for pr is that it promotes the role of women in politics. of the 15 nations with the highest percentage of women mps in the lower House, 14 use pr electoral systems. this speaks for itself. While there are now eight women mps in the lower House (which constitutes an improvement over 2001, but is only the same as in 1999), this is far below what is desirable. Women comprise 50 per cent of the population. While parity may not be a practical option, the nation would profit greatly from having women's direct input in governance. pr, not AV, is a practical way of facilitating this. not only does the system itself give women a better chance of succeeding, but it is easier in pr systems to legislate increased representation for women. For instance, under a list or mixed-member proportional system, Another supporting argument for changing to pr at this time, is that of simplicity. pr systems can of course be complex. But there are pr systems that are quite simple -just one tick, or at most two, on an easy-to-understand ballot paper. the complexity of the AV system is itself a serious issue in Fiji. But is seems pointless to tamper with the system in order to make it simpler when AV is deficient on other grounds, as indicated above and also below. it would surely be more efficient to adopt a suitable and simple pr system that simultaneously solves those other deficiencies of AV.
Another aspect of pr is that it would have a moderating effect on communalism. this matter is clearly related to the larger topic of multiethnic government. As indicated earlier, the 2006 election is generally looked upon as being very much an ethnic tussle: the SDl supported mainly by indigenous Fijians versus the Flp supported mainly by indo-Fijians. But AV has exaggerated this bipolar division. And it has also deprived of representation a more accommodating middle ground.
contrary to public perception, in 2006, more indigenous Fijians voted for the so-called indo-Fijian parties (Flp and nFp) in the Fijian communal seats than ever before -7.26 per cent of them in fact (see table 30.5). this compares with 2.8 per cent in 2001 (see table 30 .3) and a measly 1.87 per cent in 1999 (see table 30.1). this outcome is in spite of the fact that most of the voters would have known that the party they were voting for had no chance of winning the seat. Had there been a real chance of such a vote affecting the outcome (which there would have been under list pr, for example), it is probable that the percentages would have been higher. if list pr had been in operation, the Flp would have picked up two seats from indigenous Fijian votes in 2006, perhaps one seat in 2001, but none in 1999.
there are similarly indo-Fijian voters in indo-Fijian communal seats voting for parties viewed as primarily indigenous Fijian. their numbers were miniscule in 1999 and 2001 because such parties figured it was a waste of time and money trying to compete against the major indo-Fijian parties. in most indo-Fijian constituencies therefore, there was no primarily indigenous Fijian party that could be voted for. But the SDl gave it a real try in 2006, and, though their success came nowhere near their pre-election hype, it was impressive enough. At their first effort, the SDl were able to pick up 2.58 per cent of the indo-Fijian vote. this would not have won them a seat under list pr, but it would have come pretty close. What's more, this percentage was obtained even though the SDl would not generally have been considered benign towards indo-Fijians in its five-year term of government, only going after their vote late in the day. We see then that there is a certain amount of ethnic cross-voting. there could, in fact, be quite a lot of such cross-voting in the open seats, but since voting is done in secret, any estimate of the percentage of cross-voting in open seats would be largely guesswork. in the communal seats, however, even though cross-voting may be on a small scale, it has significantly increased in 2006. the big problem is that AV is not rewarding these votes in any way, whereas list pr would do so. AV is in fact misrepresenting Fiji's voters, and misleading them into believing that Fiji has become more polarized, whereas the truth is the opposite. the tragedy is that the continued use of AV is highly likely to bring about and intensify this polarization. Why would parties like the SDl and Flp continue to spend money and make efforts to draw cross-ethnic votes in the communal seats when AV makes such efforts futile? What is said here about communal seats will also apply to many open seats. As about 20 of these 25 seats are ethnically lop-sided, and it is predictable which party will win, there may soon be a tendency by the party of the other ethnic group not to contest them, for such effort will also be seen as futile. this is why an immediate change to pr becomes so important. Fiji needs to build on what willingness there is to vote across ethnic boundaries, not discourage it. table 30 .6), they received no reward, whereas under pr they would have (the reward would have been five seats for the nFp and two seats for the nAp). Why keep the AV system, which wipes out such minority viewpoints? Such parties, though small, have a valuable contribution to make. Who can deny the value of the united Generals party (uGp) -now the united peoples party (upp) -in parliament, for example? though the party had a solitary representative in the last parliament, it wielded substantial and constructive influence. But notice again AV's abhorrently haphazard nature. While we may rue the failure of the nFp and nAp to win any seats, even with their large number of first preferences, the upp with only 6,482 first preferences in 2006 managed to win two! What a ridiculous perversion of justice! to cut out certain minorities in this way is against Fiji's own cultural norms. Fiji prides itself on its respect for minorities -except, it would appear, when they are political parties. rotumans receive a place in the Senate and their own lower House seat; the Generals are very well catered for with three seats; provinces such as Serua and namosi receive separate Fijian communal seats even though their population is far smaller than many other provinces; proportionality is required for deciding seats in the multiparty cabinet; proportionality is also required in deciding which opposition members will be appointed to the Senate. there seems to be in all these cases a genuine concern for inclusiveness. Such an attitude is necessary also toward political parties.
pr would provide this inclusiveness, as well as the fairness spoken of earlier. At the same time, it would not exaggerate the importance of such parties. By being proportional it gives all groups their due. it may be thought that, while AV and Fpp may tend to push politics too much into a two-party struggle, pr would multiply parties excessively and thus make governance too difficult. experience in other countries, however, does not bear this out. there may indeed be a need for more comprehensive dialogue, but surely that is often what is best for a country. it is, in fact, precisely what is being called for in Fiji's current multiparty cabinet situation.
However, can we realistically expect the two major parties, the SDl and the Flp, to opt for a change to pr when it would clearly weaken their overall power? to get them to do so will certainly be a challenge, but it should be attempted for the good of the country. Hopefully, the leadership of these two parties, especially in a multiparty cabinet context, will have enough statesmanship to give this consideration due priority.
Self-interest, however, would also indicate that these parties consider pr. 5 As Fiji's demographics change with the emigration of indo-Fijians, the Flp's main power-base is shrinking. pr would ensure that it would retain fair representation no matter what happens in regard to population ratios in the future. on the other hand, the SDl needs to consider that, as fear of indo-Fijian leadership subsides in the indigenous community, more internal differences (especially, perhaps, regional ones) are likely to emerge within that community, as has happened before (in the first 1977 election with Sakeasi Butadroka, and in the 1994 election with josefata Kamikamica). if splits occur in indigenous Fijian politics, it is important that the resulting factions be represented fairly, otherwise the injustice of the 1999 election towards the SVt-led coalition could be repeated for the SDl and/or the dissident factions.
While pr cannot be expected to solve all of Fiji's political difficulties, it would help the country enormously in the various ways suggested here. there is an inherent weakness in calculating the proportions in this way, however, in that independent candidates and some parties (e.g. the uGp/upp) will have run in one half of the system (say, the communal) but not in the other. Similarly, some voters may have been constrained in their voting by the number of parties running in their constituency. nevertheless, it gives us a rough idea as to how pr results might look. one could, of course, calculate how the 71 seats might have divided up on the basis of the 25 open seats alone, but this would have the same weakness as that described above. What i would particularly like the reader to consider in these seven tables, is the very different seat allocations provided by the three different voting systems. election results are supposed to reflect 'the will of the people', but clearly that will is interpreted by the voting system used. Surely we should look for a system that reflects that will most accurately. the tables illustrate how the AV and Fpp systems provide us with gross inequities in representation. in contrast, a pr system would respect the various opinions in our midst and contribute to a greater degree of collaboration (rather than winner-takes-all). Such working together is what the multiparty cabinet provisions of the constitution are trying to encourage. For large and small groups alike, pr provides genuine and fair representation. the lower House, after all, is supposed to be a house of representatives.
Notes 1 interest in a return to Fpp waned after 2001, probably for reasons given in footnote 5. 2 there are three main forms of pr: a list system; a mixed-member proportional system; and a single transferable vote system. Any of these would be fine for Fiji provided they are suitably adapted for Fiji's circumstances. i have elsewhere made concrete suggestions in this regard (see Arms, D.G. 2006 . 'concrete options for proportional representation in Fiji', in Reviewing Fiji's Electoral System, proceedings of workshop hosted by the citizens ' constitutional Forum, 9-10 February, printhouse, Suva, pp.9-119; and Arms, D.G. 2006 . 'the failure of the alternative vote system and the case for proportional representation in Fiji' in Journal of Pacific Studies). 3 Fiji constitution review commission. 1996. The Fiji Islands: Towards a United Future, parliament of Fiji parliamentary paper 34, Government printer, Suva, p.310. 4 reeves commission 1996, p.315-17. 5 unfortunately, self-interest is all too often the over-riding factor -a self-interest which is frequently misguided. the indigenous Fijian leadership was in favour of changing back to Fpp from AV in the period 1999-2001. the SVt would certainly have done much better under Fpp in 1999 (see the Sainte laguë method has been used for the proportional allocation of seats.
